




City of Nibley Planning Commission Held at Nibley City Hall 455 West 3200 South
Nibley, UT 84321
Thursday January 16, 2025


The following actions were made during the meeting:

Commissioner Schenk made a motion to approve the preliminary plat for Hawk Hollow Subdivision, a Standard Subdivision located at approximately 1150 W 3200 S with the conditions listed by city staff. Commissioner Ribao seconded the motion.
	Voting on the motion to approve the preliminary plat for Hawk Hollow Subdivision was as follows:
		Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
		Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
		Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
		Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
		Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
	The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

Commissioner Ribao made a motion to recommend approval for Ordinance 25-05: Development and Land Adjustment Agreement with Nibley Hawk Hollow, LLC for the Hawk Hollow Subdivision for the adjustment of boundaries between City Parcels and the Developer Parcel, located at approximately 1050 W 3200 S, setting forth terms and conditions, including an exception to NCC 21.12.060(F)(3) regarding pedestrian connectivity. Commissioner Schenk seconded the motion.
	Voting on the motion to recommend approval for Ordinance 25-05 was as follows:
		Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
		Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
		Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
		Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
		Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
	The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

Commissioner Schenk made a motion to recommend approval for Ordinance 25-04: Amending NCC 19.24.160, 19.24.260, 19.12.040, 19.32.080, 19.24.250; Parking requirements, including amendments to minimum parking spaces with new development, establishing minimum bicycle parking, and allowing for alternative parking plan with the following changes: The requirement for food establishments be changed to 5 or 6 parking spaces (depending on if there is a drive-through), the requirement for office spaces changed to 3 spaces, and getting rid of the “sheltered (if possible)” part of the bicycle parking section.
 Commissioner Ribao seconded the motion.
	Voting on the motion to recommend approval for Ordinance 25-04 with the above changes was as follows:
		Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
		Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
		Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
		Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
		Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
	The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

Commissioner Ribao made a motion to recommend approval for Resolution 25-02: Adopting the Nibley City Active Transportation Plan. Commissioner Swenson seconded the motion.
	Voting on the motion to recommend approval for Resolution 25-02 was as follows:
		Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
		Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
		Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
		Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
		Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
	The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

Commissioner Schenk made a motion to accept the 2025 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule. Commissioner Ribao seconded the motion.
	Voting on the motion to accept the 2025 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule was as follows:
		Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
		Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
		Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
		Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
	The motion passed unanimously, 4-0.
		

Call to Order – Roll Call – Approval of Agenda – Approval of Minutes

Commissioner Kenczka called the meeting to order at 6:39 p.m.

Present:	Commission Chair Nick Kenczka, Commission Vice-Chair Clair Schenk, Commissioner Bret Swenson, Commissioner Tyler Obray, Commissioner Troy Ribao
	
Absent:	Commissioner Karina Brown

Staff Present:	City Planner Levi Roberts, City Engineer Tom Dickinson, Assistant Recorder Taelor Killpack	
		 			
There was general consent for the evening’s agenda.

There was general consent for the November 07, 2024 meeting minutes.

1. Discussion and Consideration: Preliminary Plat for Hawk Hollow Subdivision, a Standard Subdivision located at approximately 1150 W 3200 S (Applicant: Nibley Hawk Hollow, LLC)
Mr. Roberts utilized an electronic presentation entitled Hawk Hollow Preliminary Plat (a printed copy of the presentation is included in the printed, record copy of the meeting minutes).

His presentation included:
· Background
· Staff Analysis
· Staff Recommendation

Commissioner Ribao asked about the pedestrian right-of-way in the city code and how curb-cuts for accessing those paths would work. Mr. Dickinson replied that if there is not an opposing trail on the other side of the road, a curb-cut isn’t necessary, although the city looks at the cases individually. 

Commissioner Obray asked for clarification about the land swap agreement and the city’s responsibility for the swapped wetlands and Mr. Roberts explained that the plat can only go through if the land exchange happens. Mr. Dickinson discussed that the city would inherit any deficiencies in the exchanged area, and that the requirement for the “Wetland Delineation and Fill permit” helps to mitigate risks and protect the city. Upon the exchange, the city would have to preserve and protect the land, meaning that it could not be filled or destroyed.

Commissioner Schenk asked about the sidewalk on 3200 S connecting through the property. Mr. Roberts replied that part of the land swap agreement includes an extension of the sidewalk to the West, which would be the developer’s responsibility to build, and the other part would be on the city to finish it. Mr. Dickinson added that the 1100 W right-of-way will be converted to a trail through Nibley Meadows, and this area would join to the trail being discussed. 
At a question from Mr. Roberts, Mr. Dickinson explained that he isn’t sure if the city would have right-of way on the connecting area, but he would check later.

Commissioner Kenczka asked about fencing over easements and canals. Mr. Dickinson explained that there were issues with dead-end waterlines, but they were re-routed to not impact property owners’ fences. There may be some canal boundary issues on the Northern side, but city has been working with the Blacksmith Fork Canal company for fencing permits. Mr. Roberts added that he doesn’t believe there is a need for canal easements since there is at least 10’ between the property line and the canal. 
Commissioner Kenczka asked if a note about fencing could be required to be shown on the plat, and Mr. Roberts responded that the easement is on the plat, but a note for limits on fences could be a good idea.

Action: Approve the Preliminary Plat for Hawk Hollow Subdivision, a Standard Subdivision located at approximately 1150 W 3200 S with the conditions listed by city staff.
Motion: Commissioner Schenk
Second: Commissioner Ribao
Vote: 5-0
			Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
			Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
			Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
			Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
			Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
		The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

2. Public Hearing: Ordinance 25-05: Development and Land Adjustment Agreement with Nibley Hawk Hollow, LLC for the Hawk Hollow Subdivision for the adjustment of boundaries between City Parcels and the Developer Parcel, located at approximately 1050 W 3200 S, setting forth terms and conditions, including an exception to NCC 21.12.060(F)(3) regarding pedestrian connectivity
Mr. Roberts explained that the need for the development agreement is because of the exception to NCC 21.12.060 (F)(3) regarding pedestrian connectivity. He utilized an electronic presentation entitled Hawk Hollow Agreement (a printed copy of the presentation is included in the printed, record copy of the meeting minutes).

His presentation included:
· Specific Conditions
· Staff Recommendation

Commissioner Kenczka opened the public hearing at 7:11 p.m. Seeing no public comments, he closed the public hearing at 7:11 p.m.

3. Discussion and Consideration: Ordinance 25-05: Development and Land Adjustment Agreement with Nibley Hawk Hollow, LLC for the Hawk Hollow Subdivision for the adjustment of boundaries between City Parcels and the Developer Parcel, located at approximately 1050 W 3200 S, setting forth terms and conditions, including an exception to NCC 21.12.060(F)(3) regarding pedestrian connectivity
Commissioner Schenk asked if the city is still waiting for the study on the wetlands. Mr. Roberts confirmed that this will be required in conjunction with final approval.

Action: Recommend approval of Ordinance 25-05: Development and Land Adjustment Agreement with Nibley Hawk Hollow, LLC for the Hawk Hollow Subdivision for the adjustment of boundaries between City Parcels and the Developer Parcel, located at approximately 1050 W 3200 S, setting forth terms and conditions, including an exception to NCC 21.12.060(F)(3) regarding pedestrian connectivity.
Motion: Commissioner Ribao
Second: Commissioner Schenk
Vote: 5-0
	Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
	Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
	Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
	Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
	Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.

4. Public Hearing: Ordinance 25-04: Amending NCC 19.24.160, 19.24.260, 19.12.040, 19.32.080, 19.24.250; Parking requirements, including amendments to minimum parking spaces with new development, establishing minimum bicycle parking, and allowing for alternative parking plan
Mr. Roberts utilized an electronic presentation entitled Parking Requirements (a printed copy of the presentation is included in the printed, record copy of the meeting minutes).

His presentation included:
· Background
· Parking Requirements
· Alternative Parking Plan
· Staff Recommendation

Commissioner Kenczka opened the public hearing at 7:27 p.m. Seeing no public comment, he closed the public hearing at 7:27 p.m.


5. Discussion and Consideration: Recommendation for Ordinance 25-04: Amending NCC 19.24.160, 19.24.260, 19.12.040, 19.32.080, 19.24.250; Parking requirements, including amendments to minimum parking spaces with new development, establishing minimum bicycle parking, and allowing for alternative parking plan
Commissioner Ribao discussed 2 numbers that were changed in the previous meeting; Food establishments changed from 3 ½ to 5 or 6 spaces (dependent on the presence of a drive-through) and office spaces changed from 2 to 3 spaces. Yet, Commissioner Ribao felt that either set of numbers achieved the goal of the commission.

Commissioner Obray recommended having the residential second dwelling requirements be 2 parking stalls rather than 1. Mr. Roberts stated that state code does not allow for more than 1 required space for secondary dwelling, yet a detached accessory dwelling unit does allow for a requirement of 2 spaces (how it was written in the code. 
He asked within the code for short-term rental what defines “maximum occupancy” and recommended that the spaces be required based on number of rooms rather than occupants. Mr. Roberts replied that if it is a short-term rental, they must specify within a business license how many people they can rent to, but the basis for the requirement could be changed. He added that these types of rentals have not been common in Nibley. 
Commissioner Obray recommended changing the requirement to be 1.5 stalls per bedroom (rounded up). 
Commissioner Schenk asked about what defines a “bedroom” and if the number could change based on definition.
Commissioner Kenczka questioned if inadequate parking creates negative reviews and financial loss for a short-term rental. Commissioner Obray responded that he has rented or not rented places based on number of parking spots. 

Commissioner Swenson recommended stating that there is no on-street parking and allowing the owners to decide how much parking is needed. 
Commissioner Obray summarized that the 1 space per 4 occupants’ requirement be left in the parking code, but the nightly rental should be addressed in the businesses section of the code.

Commissioner Schenk did not think requiring the bicycle parking to be “sheltered (if possible)” was necessary.

Action: Recommend approval of Ordinance 25-04: Amending NCC 19.24.160, 19.24.260, 19.12.040, 19.32.080, 19.24.250; Parking requirements, including amendments to minimum parking spaces with new development, establishing minimum bicycle parking, and allowing for alternative parking plan with the following changes: The requirement for food establishments be changed to 5 or 6 parking spaces (depending on if there is a drive-through), the requirement for office spaces changed to 3 spaces, and getting rid of the “sheltered (if possible)” part of the bicycle parking section.
Motion: Commissioner Schenk
Second: Commissioner Ribao
Vote: 5-0
	Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
	Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
	Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
	Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
	Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
The motion passed unanimously, 5-0.


Commissioner Kenczka called for a recess at 7:50 p.m. He resumed the meeting at 7:57 p.m.

6. Public Hearing: Resolution 25-02: Adopting the Nibley City Active Transportation Plan
Mr. Roberts utilized an electronic presentation entitled Active Transportation Plan (a printed copy of the presentation is included in the printed, record copy of the meeting minutes).

His presentation included: 
· Background
· Plan Elements
· Vision Statement
· Existing Conditions
· Existing Sidewalks
· Key Destinations & Corridors
· Survey Results
· Public Involvement
· Web map results
· Proposed Active Transportation Network
· Proposed Active Transportation Network Recommendations
· Traffic Calming & Sidewalks
· Policy & Program Recommendations
· Staff Recommendation

Commissioner Kenczka opened the public hearing at 8:20 p.m. 

Ezra Eames
Mr. Eames signed in for public comment, but was not present at the time of the hearing.

Commissioner Kenczka closed the public hearing at 8:21 p.m.


7. Discussion and Consideration: Recommendation for Resolution 25-02: Adopting the Nibley City Active Transportation Plan
In response to a question from Commissioner Obray, Mr. Roberts explained that the city does actually implement these projects although several of them are done through development rather than the city itself. This plan helps to provide a starting ground for creating more active transportation. He stated that some of these projects have grants and different funding available, such as the projects around Blacksmith Fork.

Commissioner Swenson asked if the projects are prioritized already. Mr. Roberts responded that they are not currently prioritized, but the consultant provided a model for prioritizing the projects.

Commissioner Swenson voiced favor of the projects but warned that changes will be difficult to implement in areas that are already developed rather than in undeveloped areas. 

Commissioner Obray asked if streets will have to be amended to update the cross-sections. Mr. Roberts replied that it is recommended in the plan but it will provide guidance in the Transportation Master Plan.

Commissioner Schenk asked if this is a guideline or a concrete plan. Mr. Roberts replied that in some cases it would be a requirement, such as a new development having to follow the trail masterplan but overall, the plan acts as a guideline. 

Action: Recommend approval for Resolution 25-02: Adopting the Nibley City Active Transportation Plan
Motion: Commissioner Ribao
Second: Commissioner Swenson
Commissioner Obray argued that there is nothing in the document that is new that Nibley isn’t already doing. Mr. Roberts replied that the plan is to follow Nibley’s existing grid system.
Commissioner Kenczka voiced favor of the plan showing existing corridors and providing a guideline for new developments.

Vote: 5-0
	Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
	Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
	Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
	Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
	Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.

8. Workshop: Mixed Residential (R-M) Zone
Mr. Roberts utilized an electronic presentation entitled R-M Zone (a printed copy of the presentation is included in the printed, record copy of the meeting minutes).

His presentation included:
· Planning Commission feedback
· Staff considerations
Mr. Roberts commented that front-loaded townhomes are discouraged but allowed currently.
· Other considerations?

Commissioner Swenson left the meeting at 8:40 p.m. 

Commissioner Ribao agreed with staff considerations. He questioned if Nibley Code 21.12.60 (C) about alleyways being prohibited in Nibley conflicted with these considerations. Mr. Roberts replied that it does currently conflict with the code.
Commissioner Schenk asked if there were state code regulations for townhomes and alleyways, which Mr. Roberts negated. Commissioner Obray explained that front-loading townhomes are not bad if the road is only accessible to those residents, such as for Ridgeline Homes.

Commissioner Obray’s greatest concern with the R-M zone was the procedure being administrative rather than legislative, which can stretch out the timeline. Commissioner Kenczka surmised that the question is making sure the freedom of control fits the site properly within a development of less than 40 acres. 

Commissioner Kenczka asked if the R-PUD minimum could be decreased and abolish the R-M zone which Commissioner Ribao agreed with. Commissioner Obray explained the process that first created the R-M zone. Mr. Roberts explained that when the R-M zone was created, the commissioners and the councilmembers wanted to keep the R-PUD intact with its provisions, and the city was trying to work with a specific developer at the time at an administrative level. 

Mr. Roberts stated that a smaller acreage makes it more difficult to have mixed housing, but he asked if there is somewhere within Nibley’s code to allow for higher-density in a development of less than 40 acres.
Commissioner Kenczka recommended having something like an R-PUD-2 zone for 10-20 acre lots.

 Commissioner Obray stated that if an R-M zone is allowed anywhere then an R-PUD should be allowed anywhere. He voiced favor of still having the larger parcels because it allows for a better design and more professional organization. He worried that changing the sizing would undermine the TDR code. He preferred an R-PUD with mixed-density housing and recommended changes to the requirements for town centers within the mixed-housing. 
Mr. Roberts then asked if a small parcel should be unable to achieve a bonus density. Commissioner Obray agreed that this should be the plan, while allowing property owners to join together their parcels to come up with a masterplan for a larger development, otherwise they can use the R-2 and R-2A zones. 

Commissioner Obray liked the process being legislative and asked if there was a state code change regarding this. Mr. Roberts replied that once an R-PUD gets to a subdivision, the final plat is administrative rather than legislative. 

Mr. Roberts referred to Wesley Nelson Farms, which is zoned R-M and recommended keeping the R-M ordinance within the code. Commissioner Obray argued that the R-PUD code should be expanded to include the setup of Wesley Nelson Farms as it fits the intent of an R-PUD with higher-density housing.

Mr. Roberts asked if there would be a place in the R-M zone for more properties like the Wesley Nelson Farms next to a commercial hub. Commissioner Obray replied that he does not want large density in small acreage still.

The commission discussed the Wesley Nelson farms zoning process. Commissioner Obray said that two parcel owners could combine, but then which owner would get the higher density housing? 
Commissioner Kenczka summarized that if a few owners agreed to work together on a large-scale project, they would bring in a professional developer to design the area. Commissioner Obray added that a legislative action would work well in this case.

Mr. Roberts argued that there are lone small areas of developable property that could not feasibly be developed with high-density. Commissioner Obray retorted that no one wants 20 units to the acre in their backyard. Mr. Roberts clarified that it is 10 units as a base and 20 units with a TDR in the R-M zone.

Commissioner Obray summarized that he was in favor of higher density with the modifications of a towncenter or an R-PUD ordinance, not opening the ordinance to smaller acreage.

Commissioner Kenczka asked if the R-M ordinance should be absolved by the R-PUD. Commissioner Obray said they could shrink the acreage to 20 or 30 acres for an R-PUD, but not lower than that.

Commissioner Obray added that with a smaller development without an HOA, neighborhood blight can occur. In a larger development there is often an HOA or management faculty that prevents this from occurring.
Commissioner Ribao argued that this same thing can occur in single-family homes. Commissioner Obray rebutted that while it can happen in a single-family home, but when spaces are shared then an overarching management is needed.

Commissioner Ribao brought up that a legislative process for approval could lead to a longer timeline and thus increased costs for the development. This could translate into higher costs for the higher-density homes. Hopefully an administrative role could speed up the process
Commissioner Obray discussed that he is in favor of expediting the process, and having code for the process would still achieve this with a legislative process.
Mr. Roberts stated that the process has been mostly the code with some occasional recommendations from the commission or council, so this process could be administrative in the future along the same pattern.
Commissioner Obray retorted that with a legislative process, the developer has to come forward with a plan that is readily-approved rather than slowly working through one administratively.

Commissioner Kenczka summarized that the commission didn’t want to change anything about the R-M zone, and decreasing the minimum lot requirement for an R-PUD to 20 acres. Commissioner Obray added that smaller paths can be required for single-family homes to allow for multiple housing types. 
Commissioner Obray recommended reviewing the towncenter overlay zone first and then looking at opening the R-M zone to more of Nibley afterwards.

Commissioner Kenczka discussed that they are seeing the R-PUD in action with Ridgeline, and code changes have already been made as a result. He recommended making an adjustment to the minimum, then watch it in practice, and make adjustments as necessary.
Mr. Dickinson explained there isn’t a medium density around 6-8 acres in Nibley, and the R-M could act as the median between an R-2 and an R-PUD.

Commissioner Obray recommended doing a tour of the R-PUDS to see how the design changed over time.

Mr. Roberts asked if standard subdivisions should be allowed with higher density, even if it is small-lot single-family homes. Commissioner Obray recommended having a provision that instead of giving the percentage of open space required, the developer could give a payment-in-lieu.

Mr. Dickinson recommended starting on the main corridors, with the R-M townhomes rear-loading on the driveways. 

The commission discussed doing a tour of the evolution of the code through the R-PUDs, and possibly opening it up to the public.

Mr. Dickinson asked what the HOA fees look like in townhomes like Ridgeline, and how the required amenities in city code affects them. Commissioner Obray replied that with increased amenities, the fees also increase, which gets in the way of affordable housing. He added that he would be in favor of striking some of the required amenities from the code and just require the open space (or payment-in-lieu). 

Commissioner Obray asked if any of the commissioners were in favor of opening the R-M zone to all of Nibley. Commissioner Ribao was in favor of it, but the other commissioners only want it when it makes sense for the area.
Mr. Dickinson recommended updating the R-M zone eligibility map to other areas. Mr. Roberts explained that they already specify low, medium, and high-density areas in the future land use map. Commissioner Obray pointed out that Nibley has not quantified the numbers for each of those densities. Mr. Roberts wanted to clarify this in the general plan update to make the future land use map clearer.

Commissioner Obray recommended having any area in Nibley larger than 20 acres be eligible for 10 units to the acre based on varying housing standards. Commissioner Kenczka added that it can be on a tiered scale where a larger area would be eligible for more benefits, so larger areas are more incentivized. 
Mr. Dickinson advised setting a base zoning layer, and reminded the commission that any parcel can apply for any zone change. Mr. Roberts asked if this should be done through a change to the general plan, as it is a major code change.

Mr. Roberts stated that the general plan is in the process of being considered with the steering committee, and then it will be brought to the commission for consideration.

9. Workshop: Flag Lots
Commissioner Kenczka asked for a general consensus to move item 9 to the next meeting, which the commission gave.

10. Discussion and Consideration: 2025 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule
Mr. Roberts presented the 2025 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule, and asked the commissioners to email him if there are dates they are unable to make.

Action: Approve the 2025 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule
Motion: Commissioner Schenk
Second: Commissioner Ribao
Vote: 4-0
	Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
	Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
	Commissioner Obray voted in favor.
	Commissioner Ribao voted in favor.
The motion passed unanimously 4-0.

11. Staff Report and Action Items
Mr. Roberts reported on the following:
· General Plan
· Town Centre Masterplan
· Wesley Nelson Farms Rezone Request
· 2500 S
· Final Plats for Nibley Meadows, Nibley Coach, Ridgeline Park, Johnson Meadows, 
· Commercial Development in Ridgeline
Mr. Dickinson reported on the following:
· 1300 W
· 1200 W 

Commissioner Kenczka adjourned the meeting at 9:47 p.m. 

ATTEST:

Taelor NaRae Ogden, Assistant Recorder
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